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Jean LoTemDio ..,. ~. 

324 Black Hills Dr. , Latrobe, PA 15650 
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November 30,2005 10:54 PM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
5 I 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jean LoTempio 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 !. ., ,. 
j I , ' .  

.., , 
,,., . . j Carroll Plott 

17131 penn blvd , Pmirieville, LA 70769 

November 1,2005 11:34 AM 

Senator Mary Landrieu 
U.S. Senate 
724 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Landrieu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Carroll Plott 

, .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission ' ,  
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263 Sunnybrook Road, Jackson, NJ 08527 

November 1,2005 11:14AM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
US. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Boffardi 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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5802 E. Fountain St. , Mesa, AZ 85205 
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November 30,2005 11:04 PM 

Representative Jeff Flake 
US. House of Representatives 
424 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Flake: 

%?V~rlW9#&E$W8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i e % l t ~ ~ l t ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ' ~ ~ ~ ~ " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~  -._, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Speropulos 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Gary Jensen 
PO BOX 399 , EL PRADO, NM 87529 

November 1,2005 11:36 AM 

Representative Tom Udall 
US .  House of Representatives 
1414 Longworth House Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Representative Udall: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gary Jensen 

cc: 
The Federal Comminications Commission 



NoYemhei 12005 1146 AM 

Representative James Oherstar 
US. House of Representatives 
2365 Rayhum House Office Bl&. 
Washington. Dc20515-ooO1 

S&ject:Re:Federal-State Joint Boardom UnivedSemiceCCDocket  96-45 

Dear Representative Ohemtax: 

I have serious concern8 regarding theFederal Communications Commissions'(FCC)position tochange the Universal Seryice 
Fund(USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors. 
willbe negatively impacted hy theunfairchangepropzaed hy theFCC. 

As yon know,USFiscurrently collectedonarevenuebis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchange. 
that system toaflatfee,that meansthattmaonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof 1ongdistance.paysthesame 
amount intothe Lndastmeonewhousesierominutesof longdistanceamonth Constituentswhow theirlimitedresource. 
wisely should not he psnalized for doing t. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusem,likestudents.p~epaidwi,el~~users,seniorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and ~ r a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthlq increases on their billr Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from lu& volume to low-volume -em is radical and unnaessary. In addition, it would have a 
h & I y  detrimental effect on small businesses all aero= America 

TheKeepUSFF~airCoalition,ofwhichIamamember,keeps meinformedabout theUSFisrruewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinfomationon thei~wekiite,includinglinlts toFCCinformation. WhileIamawarethat federa l lawdm not require 
companies torecover,or"~along"thesefea t o t h e i ~ c u s t o m e ~ t h e ~ ~ t y  is that they do, Asa~o~~ume,Iwouldlikeensu~eI 
amchareedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumhem taxed.my servicewillcost more. Andaccording totheCoalitionhrecent 
meetings with topFCCofficials, theFCChasplans to change to aflat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Ivvillcontinuetomo.itordevelopmentson theismeandcontinue tospreadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
alongmyconcernstothe~Conmyhehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddispro~~ionately effect t h m i n  your 
mnstituency. 

Thankgouforyou~continuedwo~kandIlookforwa~dtoheari~aboutyour~itionontbismatter 

Sincerely, 

MarleneKasrila 

cc: 
The Federal Communications &ommission 
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270 Oder Av. , Staten Island, NY 10304-3328 

November 1,2005 10:40 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF &om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Rodney Russell 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 30,2005 11:18PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US.  Senate 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. ShiAing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Diana Bradham 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



David Wilson 
__.-...- _ _ ~ .  .... 470 Montgomery St ,  Christiansburg, VA 24073 .. 

November I ,  2005 11:02 AM 

Representative Rick Boucher 
US. House of Representatives 
2 187 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Boucher: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal !aw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Wilson 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Leslie Marder \ _'"---- 

4508 SE Salvatori Road, Stuart, FL 34997 

November 30,2005 11:lO PM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie Maxder 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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P.O. Box 623, Momisville, NY 13408-0623 . -, 

November 1,2005 1150 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US. Senate 
313 Hart Senate OLficO Building 
Washington. IX 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC W e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer. 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) p i t i o n  to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of gourconstituents, including me, my friends, family and neehbors, 
willbe negatively impactedby theunfairchange p r o p e d  by theFCC. 

As you know, USFircu,ntlycollfftedona revenuebasis. Peeplewhouaemorepay moreintothesystem. If theK3Cchanges 
that systemtoaflat fee, that meansthatsomeonewhousesonsthousandminutesemonthof 1ongdistance.paysthesame 
amount into thefundaSsomeOnewhouses zerominutesof long distanceamonth. Constituentrwhouse theirlimitedx-urces 
wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee taxcouldcause many lowvolumelong distance users, likestudentsp~e~idwirel~susers,seniorciti.ens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high wlume to low-wlume users is radical and unnecesary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all a c r m  America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,of whichlama member, keepsmeinfomedabout theUSFisuewithmonthy n d e t t e r s a n d u p  
todateinformationon thei~.wehsite,includinglin~ toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federal l awdcenot  reguire 
companies to recover, or "pss along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. A a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxed.mysemicewillmt more. Andaccording totheCoelition'srecent 
meetings with topFCC official.. theFCChasplans tochange to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillmntinuetomonito~developmentron theissueandmntinuetosprmdthewordtomymmmunity. Irequest y o u ~ ~ p s  
alongmyconcemstothe~Conmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddisp~propo~tionatelg affect thosein your 
constituency. 

Thank you for yournotinuedworkand Ilwkforward to hearing about gourpmition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Purple 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:40 AM 

RepresentativeNathan D-1 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2133Rayburn House OfficeBuilding 
Wrrshington, DC 20515-ooO1 

S~,b jec t :Re:Fede~Sta te  Joint Boardon UniversalServiceCCDket 96-45 

Dear Representative Deal: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchangepropsedby tLeFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. Pwple who use more p a y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that systemtoaflatfee, that meansthatsomeonewhou~onethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,peys thesame 
amount into tLehndosMImeonewhousesre~ominutesof long distanceamontk Gnstituentswhouse theirlimitedresouxcea 
wisely should not he penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceu~~likestudents,pr~idwirelessuse~~,senio~citi.ensandlow- 
income residential and ~ r a l  consumers, togiveup their phones due tounaftordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the hnding burden of theUSF from highvolume to low-volume users is radical andunn-ry. In addition, it would havea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America. 
TLeKeep USFFair Coalition, of which Iam a member, keep. me informed about the USFisssewith monthly nevralettesand up 
to date information on theirwebsite, including links toFCC information. whi le  l am aware that federal lawdoes not require 
companies to recover, or "pas along'th- f- to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchergedfatdy. If theTCCgoestoanumbe*taxed,myservicewillCast more. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingswithtopWICofficialJ,theTCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsoonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcoatinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetosp~eadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpas 
along my concerns to the FCCon my behalf, letting them knowhowa flat fee taxcould disproportionately affect thase in youx 
constituency. 

Thankyouforyourcontinuedworkandl lookforward tohearing ahout yourpxitionon thi. matter. 

Sincerely, 

JERRY MORGAN 

CE: 

The Federal Communications Commission 



~ 77:-.<"!!\fi 
* e,&, .. I ,*,",- .. Viki Hill 

: .. :,,-%,J " XI-.,- 2569 Hopewell Friends Rd. , Ashehoro, NC 27205 I 

November 1,2005 7:22 PM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
US. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boar in Universal Service CC Docket 96-4 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 10 change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays 
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their 
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. 
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concern to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.1 DO VOTE and I wil! 
hold you accountable. 

Sincerely, 

Viki.Hill 
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November 1,2005 11:21 AM 

Senator Lamar Alexander 
U.S. Senate 
302 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the'funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Diana Wilbanks 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Gary Forrest 
301 1 Barge St. , Yakima, WA 98902-2733 1 , , . ~ ~ *,%'::?!;::I' 
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November I ,  2005 1127 AM 

Senator Patty Murray 
US. Senate 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Forrest 

cc: 
The Fedxal Communications Cqmissicn 
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allan duarte 
442 rockdale av , Newbedford, MA 02740 

November 1,2005 11:34AM 

Senator John Keny 
US.  Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Keny: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oBcials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

allan duarte 

cc: 
The Federal Comniunications Commission 



November 30,2005 10:32 PM 

Rcpic'i' 1 1 l i c  IlicKeller 
US .  111): i c  ofRcpresentatises 
419 C , h  ' i n  Iluuse Office 131dg. 
Wasliii ' i n ,  L)C 20515-0001 

Suhiec' ':: FeJsral-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear I '  ;'cscnlaIive Kellcr: 

I havi c i l i i c  concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Uijii. 1 . - L . I  I [cc  Fund (USQ collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my li ' 8  , F, I.linily and nrig'ihors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yu: ' \mv ,  I ISF is currciirly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC C I  "cs tirat system tn a flat  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
di:*:,u 
C, , I  , ,IS \\I.,) use their IiiiiitcL! resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

,! c 111c same ai i i i ) i i i i t  iiiiu the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 

:.IY c<iuld caux many low-volume long distance users, l k e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
w w i c  residential and 11ira1 consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 

,< .Yirng the fuiicling ! lrden of the USF from high volume to low-volume Users is radical and 
I ', . , 1 .iddition, i t  w i ~ : ~ l  have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
t , .  r Fair Coalitic 'i, <,;'which I ani a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 

I j  , I I K  u p  to date ii~formi:ition on their website, including links to FCC information. While I amaware that 
, i i l i c i  iiot reqiiiic comluuies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to theircustomers, therealityis that 

, - :I i', liisumer 1 )\ ~)il!d ~ ~ k e  ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
, ;  ;\nd a c w  1 ' , ~ ~ :  lii ' : le  Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 

J i i j i !  iie systeni . m i i  : ) X I  without legislation. 

I will ihiLic i o  monitor ~Icve1it:~ments ou the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
y w  1' I ,  SI):? lily conccims to i 
a '  ., , :  i)LIr Conslll~lL'Ilc! 

I'CC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 

1. 
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: , I C  your cout iuwJ ii 8 1  k and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 
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I darryl longmire ~ . , j  
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November 30,2005 10:42 PM 

Senator Lamar Alexander 
U.S. Senate 
302 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you kuow, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your iorstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

darryl longmire 

cc: ... / 
FCC General Email Box 

. .  
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Michael Matley I _,_-_1__----. 

83 Stagecoach Rd , Floliistm, MA 01746-1 149 

November 30,2005 10:35 PM 

Representative James McCoveni 
U.S. House ofRepresrilt3lives 
430 Cannon House Officc Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Sta!e Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative MGovern: 

I have serious concerns icprd ing  the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and iiciglibors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is ciimxitly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the sanic amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who usc tlicii limited rcsources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause ~iiany low-volun~e long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and iura1 consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the Iriniling burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. I n  addition, I t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not requiic companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consnmri I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost nioue. And i iccoi~i ing to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fce syskiii soon a d  without legislation. 

I will continue to n1oLiitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my coi icc i i is  10 the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropdionately 
affect thosc in your coi ist i !wncy. 

Thank you for your contii i i ,cd work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Matlcy 

cc: 
FCC General Elnail Bo.: 
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11 catlin rd , harwinton, CT 06791-170'7 , ,  , 

;i , .!;i 
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Representative Napcy Johpson , 
US. House,'gfR$preientatives 
2409 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
. .  . , .  

Dear Representative Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid weeless users, senior citizens 
and low-incorn? residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it woiiid have a hiehly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
Thc Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soou and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

judi mandl 

., ~ 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 30,2005 I1:04 PM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious conccrns rcgardizg the Fedeal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constimency. 

Thank you for your continued work and i look forward to hcaring about your pusiiion on this matter 

Sincerely, 

denise hatcher 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Donald Nitkin 
18262 Manorwood West #2908, Clinton Twp, MI 48038 

November 30,2005 10:45 PM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the h n d  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resonrces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Nitkin . .  
, .  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box , .  
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Janet Clark I_.,.. : , , . ,  i 

4533 N Lockwood, Toledo, OH 43612 _..I . ,, , . 
,.__ .. 

November 1,2005 1054.4M 

Senator George Voinovicb 
US.  Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 60m high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Janet Clark 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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e d M e t t  ,. , .c _'' 

5114 77th ave. zw., 01- pia, ' 98512-1415 

November 12005 11:45 AM 

Senator Maxia Centwell 
US.Senate 
717 Had Senate office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-OOO1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint h r d  on Universal SemiceCC Docket 93-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissiond (KC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change prowed by theFCC. 

Aayoululow,USFiscurrentlycollectedonalevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. UtheFCCchanges 
that systemtoaflatfee, that meansthatsomeonewhouse.onethousPndminuteaamonthoflongdistance,paysthesame 
amountintothehmd assomeonewhouses~~ominutesoflongdistanceamonth. Gnrtituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumeloqg distance-r~,likestudents,prepaidwi,elessusel.s,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, togiveup their phones due tounallordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USFfrom highvolume to low-volumeusers is radical andunnecwsag. In addition. it wuld havea 
highly detrimental effect on a m a l l  businessesall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition.of whichIamamember, keepsmeinfomedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newalettersandup 
todateinformationon th~ i~~~ i te , inc lud ingg l in lo  toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "pm along" these fees to theii customers, the reality is that they do. Aa a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchugedfairlg. If theFCCgoestoanumberstax~mgaervicewillcoutmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'sr-nt 
meetingrwithtopHICofficialstheHIChaspla~ans tochtlngetoaflatfeesystemsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentsontheissueandcontinuetogprmdthewordtomy community. Irequest you- 
along m y  concerns to the FCC on my behalf. letting them know howa flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your 
constituencg. 

Thankyoufo~you~continuedworkandIlookforwardtoheatingsbout~ourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

ed baitlett 

cc: 
The Federal CommunicationsCommission 
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November 1,2005 12:OO PM 

Senator Thad Cochran 
US. Senate 
113 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cochran: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you how, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential add hkil:6bmumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting tlle fundbii burd& ofthk'u&'i'trom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC infomtion. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Arnold 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


